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PART I: INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

On May 1, 2017, the U.S. International Trade Commission (“Commission” or “USITC”)
gave notice, pursuant to section 751(c) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (“the Act”),’ that it
had instituted a review to determine whether revocation of the antidumping duty order on
foundry coke from China would likely lead to the continuation or recurrence of material injury
to a domestic industry.?® On August 4, 2017, the Commission determined that it would conduct
a full review pursuant to section 751(c)(5) of the Act.* The following tabulation presents
information relating to the background and schedule of this proceeding:®

119 U.S.C. 1675(c).

2 Foundry Coke from China; Institution of a Five-Year Review, 82 FR 20381, May 1, 2017. All interested
parties were requested to respond to this notice by submitting the information requested by the
Commission.

% In accordance with section 751(c) of the Act, the U.S. Department of Commerce (“Commerce”)
published a notice of initiation of five-year reviews of the subject antidumping and countervailing duty
orders concurrently with the Commission’s notice of institution. Initiation of Five-Year (“Sunset”)
Review, 82 FR 20314, May 1, 2017.

4 Foundry Coke from China: Notice of Commission Determination to Conduct a Full Five-Year Review,
82 FR 41053, August 29, 2017. Vice Chairman David S. Johanson and Commissioner Meredith M.
Broadbent concluded that the domestic group response was adequate and the respondent group
response was inadequate, but that circumstances warranted a full review. Chairman Rhonda K.
Schmidtlein and Commissioner Irving A. Williamson concluded that the domestic group response was
adequate and the respondent group response was inadequate and voted for an expedited review.

® The Commission’s notice of institution, notice to conduct a full review, scheduling notice, and
statement on adequacy are referenced in appendix A and may also be found at the Commission’s web
site (internet address www.usitc.gov). Commissioners’ votes on whether to conduct an expedited or full
review may also be found at the web site. Appendix B contains the request for cancellation of the
hearing and the Commission’s notice of cancellation of the hearing.



Effective date Action

Commerce’s antidumping duty order on foundry coke from China (66 FR
September 17, 2001 48025)
May 1, 2017 Commission’s institution of third five-year review (82 FR 20381)
May 1, 2017 Commerce’s initiation of five-year review (82 FR 20314)

Commission’s determination to conduct a full five-year review (82 FR 41053,
August 4, 2017 August 29, 2017)

Commerce’s final results of the expedited five-year review of the
September 1, 2017 antidumping duty order (82 FR 41598)
October 20, 2017 Commission’s scheduling of the review (82 FR 49660, October 26, 2017)
February 20, 2018 Commission’s cancellation of hearing (83 FR 8505, February 27, 2018)
March 29, 2018 Commission’s vote
April 26, 2018 Commission’s determination and views

The original investigation

The original investigation resulted from a petition filed by ABC Coke, Citizens Gas & Coke
Utility, Erie Coke, Tonawanda Coke, and the United Steelworkers of America, AFL-CIO, on
September 20, 2000. The petition alleged that an industry in the United States was materially
injured and threatened with material injury by reason of less-than-fair-value (“LTFV”) imports
of foundry coke from China. OnJuly 31, 2001, Commerce made a final affirmative
determination of sales at LTFV regarding subject imports from China.® The Commission
determined on September 5, 2001 that a domestic industry was materially injured by reason of
imports of foundry coke from China.” On September 17, 2001, Commerce published an
amended final determination of sales at LTFV and an antidumping duty order on imports of
foundry coke from China.?

Subsequent five-year reviews

The Commission initiated its first five-year review of the antidumping duty order on
foundry coke from China on August 1, 2006, and on November 6, 2006, the Commission
determined that it would conduct an expedited review of the antidumping duty order on

® Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value: Foundry Coke Products from the People’s
Republic of China, 66 FR 39487, July 31, 2001.

" Notice of Final Determination: Foundry Coke from China, 66 FR 47926, September 14, 2001.

® Notice of Amended Final Determination of Sales at Less than Fair Value and Antidumping Duty
Order: Foundry Coke Products from the People’s Republic of China, 66 FR 48025, September 17, 2001.



foundry coke from China.® On December 7, 2006, Commerce published its determination that
revocation of the antidumping duty order on foundry coke from China would be likely to lead to
continuation or recurrence of dumping.’® On December 20, 2006, the Commission determined
that revocation of the antidumping duty order would be likely to lead to continuation or
reoccurrence of material injury to an industry in the United States within a reasonably
foreseeable time.** On January 10, 2007, Commerce issued a continuation of the antidumping
duty order on imports of foundry coke from China.*

The Commission initiated its second five-year review of the antidumping duty order on
foundry coke from China on December 1, 2011.* On March 5, 2012, the Commission
determined that it would conduct an expedited review of the antidumping duty order on
foundry coke from China.** On April 6, 2012, Commerce published its determination that
revocation of the antidumping duty order on foundry coke from China would be likely to lead to
continuation or recurrence of dumping.”> On May 29, 2012, the Commission determined that
revocation of the antidumping duty order would be likely to lead to continuation or
reoccurrence of material injury to an industry in the United States within a reasonably
foreseeable time.'® On May 31, 2012, Commerce issued a continuation of the antidumping
duty order on imports of foundry coke from China.*’

RELATED INVESTIGATIONS

On June 8, 2004, in response to a request received from the Committee on Ways and
Means of the U.S. House of Representatives, the Commission instituted a fact-finding
investigation under section 332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930 concerning competitive conditions
facing the U.S. foundry industry during 1999-2003." The foundry industry is the primary
customer for foundry coke (see “Descriptions and Uses” below).

® Foundry Coke from China, 71 FR 43518, August 1, 2006 and Foundry Coke from China, 71 FR 67161,
November 20, 2006

1% Foundry Coke Products from the People's Republic of China: Final Results of the Expedited Sunset
Review of the Antidumping Duty Order, 71 FR 70956, December 7, 2006.

' Notice of Determination: Foundry Coke from China, 71 FR 78223, December 28, 2006

'2 Foundry Coke Products from the People’s Republic of China: Continuation of Antidumping Duty
Order, 72 FR 1214, January 10, 2007.

13 Foundry Coke from China; Institution of a Five-Year Review, 76 FR 74810, December 1, 2011.

14 Foundry Coke from China; Scheduling of an Expedited Five-Year Review, 77 FR 15123, March 14,
2012.

1> Foundry Coke Products from the People’s Republic of China: Final Results of Expedited Second
Review of Antidumping Duty Order, 77 FR 20788, March 30, 2012.

18 Foundry Coke from China, 77 FR 32998, June 4, 2012.

" Foundry Coke Products from the People’s Republic of China: Continuation of Antidumping Duty
Order, 77 FR 34012, May 31, 2012.

18 See Foundry Products: Competitive Conditions in the U.S. Market, Investigation No. 332-460, USITC
Publication 3771, May 2005.



SUMMARY DATA

Table I-1 presents a summary of data from the original investigation, the first expedited
review, the second expedited review, and the current full five-year review. Additional
historical data appear at the end of Appendix C.

Table I-1
Foundry coke: Comparative data from the original investigation, first review, second review, and
current review, 2000, 2005, 2010, and 2016

* * * * * * *

STATUTORY CRITERIA AND ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT
Statutory criteria

Section 751(c) of the Act requires Commerce and the Commission to conduct a review
no later than five years after the issuance of an antidumping or countervailing duty order or the
suspension of an investigation to determine whether revocation of the order or termination of
the suspended investigation “would be likely to lead to continuation or recurrence of dumping
or a countervailable subsidy (as the case may be) and of material injury.”

Section 752(a) of the Act provides that in making its determination of likelihood of
continuation or recurrence of material injury—

(1) IN GENERAL.-- . . . the Commission shall determine whether revocation of an
order, or termination of a suspended investigation, would be likely to lead to
continuation or recurrence of material injury within a reasonably foreseeable
time. The Commission shall consider the likely volume, price effect, and impact
of imports of the subject merchandise on the industry if the order is revoked or
the suspended investigation is terminated. The Commission shall take into
account--

(A) its prior injury determinations, including the volume, price
effect, and impact of imports of the subject merchandise on the industry
before the order was issued or the suspension agreement was accepted,

(B) whether any improvement in the state of the industry is
related to the order or the suspension agreement,

(C) whether the industry is vulnerable to material injury if the
order is revoked or the suspension agreement is terminated, and

(D) in an antidumping proceeding . . ., (Commerce’s findings)
regarding duty absorption . . ..



(2) VOLUME.--In evaluating the likely volume of imports of the subject
merchandise if the order is revoked or the suspended investigation is terminated,
the Commission shall consider whether the likely volume of imports of the
subject merchandise would be significant if the order is revoked or the
suspended investigation is terminated, either in absolute terms or relative to
foundry production or consumption in the United States. In so doing, the
Commission shall consider all relevant economic factors, including--

(A) any likely increase in foundry production capacity or existing
unused foundry production capacity in the exporting China,

(B) existing inventories of the subject merchandise, or likely
increases in inventories,

(C) the existence of barriers to the importation of such
merchandise into countries other than the United States, and

(D) the potential for foundry coke-shifting if foundry production
facilities in the foreign China, which can be used to produce the subject
merchandise, are currently being used to produce other foundry cokes.

(3) PRICE.--In evaluating the likely price effects of imports of the subject
merchandise if the order is revoked or the suspended investigation is terminated,
the Commission shall consider whether--

(A) there is likely to be significant price underselling by imports
of the subject merchandise as compared to domestic like foundry cokes,
and

(B) imports of the subject merchandise are likely to enter the
United States at prices that otherwise would have a significant
depressing or suppressing effect on the price of domestic like foundry
cokes.

(4) IMPACT ON THE INDUSTRY.--In evaluating the likely impact of imports of the
subject merchandise on the industry if the order is revoked or the suspended
investigation is terminated, the Commission shall consider all relevant economic
factors which are likely to have a bearing on the state of the industry in the
United States, including, but not limited to—

(A) likely declines in output, sales, market share, profits, foundry
cokeivity, return on investments, and utilization of capacity,

(B) likely negative effects on cash flow, inventories, employment,
wages, growth, ability to raise capital, and investment, and

(C) likely negative effects on the existing development and
foundry production efforts of the industry, including efforts to develop a
derivative or more advanced version of the domestic like foundry coke.

The Commission shall evaluate all such relevant economic factors . . . within the
context of the business cycle and the conditions of competition that are
distinctive to the affected industry.



Section 752(a)(6) of the Act states further that in making its determination, “the
Commission may consider the magnitude of the margin of dumping or the magnitude of the net
countervailable subsidy. If a countervailable subsidy is involved, the Commission shall consider
information regarding the nature of the countervailable subsidy and whether the subsidy is a
subsidy described in Article 3 or 6.1 of the Subsidies Agreement.”

Organization of report

Information obtained during the course of the review that relates to the statutory
criteria is presented throughout this report. A summary of trade and financial data for foundry
coke as collected in the review is presented in appendix C. U.S. industry data are based on the
guestionnaire responses of five U.S. producers of foundry coke that are believed to have
accounted for one hundred percent of domestic production of foundry coke in 2016. U.S.
import data and related information are based on Commerce’s official import statistics. Foreign
industry data and related information are based on Commerce’s official import statistics during
2016. No Chinese producers submitted questionnaire responses in this review. Responses by
U.S. producers, importers, and purchasers of foundry coke to a series of questions concerning
the significance of the existing antidumping and countervailing duty orders and the likely
effects of revocation of such orders are presented in appendix D.

COMMERCE’S REVIEWS
Administrative reviews®®

Since imposition of the antidumping duty order on September 2001, Commerce has
conducted one administrative review with respect to imports of foundry coke from China,
specifically, imports of foundry coke produced and/or exported by CITIC Trading Company, Ltd.
(“CITIC”) (Table I-2). As a result of this review, the application of adverse facts available, the
weighted average dumping margin for CITIC was increased to 214.89 percent.*® Commerce has
not conducted a changed circumstances or a scope inquiry review in this matter.

19 commerce has not issued any duty absorption findings, company revocations or scope rulings with
respect to foundry coke from China

? Final Results of Antidumping Administrative Review: Foundry Coke From the People’s Republic of
China, 69 FR 4108, January 28, 2004.



Table I-2
Foundry coke: Administrative reviews of the antidumping duty order for China

Date results Period of review Producer or exporter Margin (percent)

published

January 28, 2004 March 8, 2001 — August 31, CITIC 214.89

2002

Source: Final Results of Antidumping Administrative Review: Foundry Coke From the People’s Republic
of China, 69 FR 4108, January 28, 2004.

Five-year reviews

Commerce has issued the final results of its expedited sunset review with respect to
foundry coke from China.? Table I-3 presents the dumping margins calculated by Commerce in
its original investigation and subsequent reviews.

Table I-3
Foundry coke: Commerce’s original and subsequent review dumping margins for
producers/exporters in China

First five-year Second five-year Third five-year
Original margin review margin review margin review margin
Producer/exporter (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
Shanxi Dajin 101.62 101.62 101.62 W
International
(Group) Co., Ltd.
Sinochem 105.91 105.91 105.91 =
International Co.,
Ltd.
Minmetals 75.58 75.58 75.58 W
Townlord
Technology Co.,
Ltd.
CITIC Trading Co., | 48.55 48.55 48.55 W
Ltd.
All others 214.89 214.89 214.89 214.89

! Not available.

Source: Notice of Amended Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value and Antidumping Duty Order:
Foundry Coke Products From The People’s Republic of China, 66 FR 48025, September 17, 2001; Foundry Coke
Products From the People’s Republic of China: Final Results of the Expedited Sunset Review of the Antidumping
Duty Order 71 FR 70956, December 7, 2006; Foundry Coke Products From the People’s Republic of China: Final
Results of the Expedited Second Sunset Review of the Antidumping Duty Order, 77 FR 20788, April 6, 2012; Foundry
Coke Products From the People’s Republic of China: Final Results of the Expedited Third Sunset Review of the
Antidumping Duty Order, 82 FR 41598, September 9, 2017.

2! Foundry Coke Products From the People’s Republic of China: Final Results of the Expedited Third
Sunset Review of the Antidumping Duty Order, 82 FR 41598, September 9, 2017.




THE SUBJECT MERCHANDISE
Commerce’s scope
Commerce has defined the scope of this review as follows:

The product covered under the antidumping duty order is coke larger than
100mm (4 inches) in maximum diameter and at least 50 percent of which is
retained on a 100 mm (4 inch) sieve, of a kind used in foundries. The foundry
coke products subject to the antidumping duty order were classifiable under
subheading 2704.00.00.10 (as of January 1, 2000) and are currently classifiable
under subheading 2704.00.00.11 (as of July 1, 2000) of the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule of the United States (HTSUS). Although the HTSUS subheadings are
provided for convenience and Customs purposes, our written description of the
scope of the order is dispositive.?

Tariff treatment

Foundry coke is classifiable in the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States
(*HTS”) under subheading 2704.00.00 (*“coke and semicoke of coal, of lignite or of peat,
whether or not agglomerated; retort carbon”). The subheading covers a broader category of
coke derived from coal than the scope of this order, as it also includes two other categories of
metallurgical coke: blast furnace coke and industrial coke (including coke breeze). HTS
statistical annotation 2704.00.0011 specifically covers imports of foundry coke. Under HTS
number 2704.00.00, the column 1- general rate of duty is free.®

THE PRODUCT
Description and applications®*

As indicated in the scope definition, for purposes of this review, foundry coke is defined
as coke larger than 100 mm (4 inches) and at least 50 percent of which is retained on a 100-mm
(4-inch) sieve. Coke is a substance produced through the heating and distillation of coal and is
primarily used as a fuel in the production of metals. In addition to foundry coke, there are two
other subgroups of metallurgical coke: blast furnace coke and industrial coke (including coke

%2 Foundry Coke Products from the People’s Republic of China: Final Results of the Expedited Third
Sunset Review of the Antidumping Duty Order, 82 FR 41598, September 1, 2017.

% Decisions on the tariff classification and treatment of imported goods are within the authority of
U.S. Customs and Border Protection.

24 Unless otherwise noted, the information in this section is based on Foundry Coke from China,
Investigation No. 731-TA-891 (Second Review), USITC Publication 4326, May 2012, p. I-6.



breeze). The three types of metallurgical coke are distinguished by their size, shape, and
chemical properties.

Foundry coke is used in cupola furnaces to produce molten iron. It functions as both a
fuel to melt scrap or pig iron with other compounds and as a source of carbon for the melted
product. The resulting molten iron is used to make various cast products such as automobile
engines. Consequently, metallurgical coke must have good strength, low ash content, and a
relatively uniform shape and size in order to be categorized as foundry coke. Blast furnace coke
is used in an iron-making blast furnace to produce steel; it requires higher temperatures and
shorter coking times, and therefore does not need to be of a uniform shape or size.
Metallurgical coke that is not used in blast furnaces or foundries (either because of size, carbon
content, or ash content) is defined as industrial coke. This includes coke breeze, fine screenings
from crushed coke that are predominantly used as a fuel in the process of agglomerating iron.?®

Demand for foundry coke is derived from demand for the end products produced by
purchasers of foundry coke. The largest single source of foundry coke demand is the vehicle
manufacturing sector, which uses foundry coke to cast parts such as engine blocks for
automobiles and trucks.?® The pipe and fittings sectors and the municipal castings sector are
also significant sources of demand.

Manufacturing processes?’

Foundry coke is produced using one of three processes: the byproduct, heat-recovery,
or beehive process.?® In the United States, foundry coke producers use the byproduct recovery
process, in which coking coals are heated in a retort oven until the volatile materials burn off.
The volatile materials are then collected for further processing. The retort ovens, also called
slot ovens because of their shape, are constructed in batteries containing 10 to 100 ovens in a
series. The coking chambers alternate with heating chambers so that each oven is heated on
each side, with the coking process starting at the sides of the oven and progressing toward the
center. After the coking coals are loaded into the oven, it is heated to a range of 900 to 1,100
degrees centigrade, usually for 26 to 32 hours. Pressure builds during the coking process,
forcing the volatile compounds out of the oven and through offtake pipes to the collecting
main, where they are treated and separated for further processing.

After the coking process is completed, the doors on both ends of the oven are opened.
A ram placed in front of one opening pushes the foundry coke out the other end into a
guenching car. At this stage, the foundry coke has a temperature of about 1,000 degrees

% Foundry Coke From China, Investigation No. 731-TA-891 (Final), USITC Publication 3449, September
2001, p. I-2.

% Domestic Interested Parties’ Response to the Notice of Institution, May 31, 2017, p. 5.

2" Unless otherwise noted, the information in this section is based on Foundry Coke From China,
Investigation No. 731-TA-891 (Final), USITC Publication 3449, September 2001, p. I-2—I-5.

% Towsey, Cameron, and Gordon, “Comparison of Byproduct and Heat-Recovery Cokemaking
Technologies,” Iron & Steel Technology, March 2011, 42,
www.accci.org/documents/CokemakingTechnologies_Comparison.pdf.



centigrade and must be cooled before further processing. In the United States, the most
common method for cooling foundry coke is wet quenching: the quenching car brings the hot
foundry coke to a quenching tower (usually located at the end of the battery), where the coke
is sprayed with water until cooled. The quenched foundry coke is then brought to a coke wharf
for further cooling. The wharf is sloped, allowing the foundry coke to slide from the wharf to a
conveyor belt at the bottom that moves the coke to screening and loading operations.

A typical byproduct coke battery operates continuously once it is brought into service.
Individual ovens may be cold idled for maintenance, such as replacing silica bricks, but a battery
is only shut down as a last resort; allowing a battery to cool results in significant damage to the
ovens upon reheating. Batteries are occasionally hot idled, where the temperature is
maintained to avoid damage but no coal is charged and no coke is produced. As discussed
above, coke ovens designed for the byproduct process also collect and process the volatile
materials released during the coking stage. These byproducts are crude materials such as crude
coal tar,” crude light oil,*® and coke oven gas.** The coking process and subsequent screening
and loading operations also produces crushed pieces of coke too small for use in foundries, sold
as industrial coke. Other than industrial coke, many of the byproducts from the coking process
can be derived from crude petroleum using a less expensive process.

The byproduct process is common outside of the United States, but other
manufacturing processes are also used for foundry coke. The beehive process uses a simply
constructed kiln, allowing the air from the coking process to escape directly into the
atmosphere. Some areas of China still used this process at the time of the original investigation,
but have since phased out most of these ovens and replaced them with more advanced coking
ovens using the heat-recovery or byproduct processes. Both of these processes are more
energy efficient and have less emissions than the beehive process.*? The heat-recovery process
is a modified version of the beehive process that uses the volatile materials to help produce
heat during the coking process (incinerating the materials as part of the coking process rather
than recovering them as byproducts).*® In addition to transitioning away from the beehive
process, China also has issued requirements for new coke projects to use dry quenching

2 Crude coal tar is refined into tar acid oils, soft pitch, creosote oil, road tar, and other products.

% Crude light oil is a mixture of aromatic hydrocarbons (benzene, toluene, and xylenes), thiophene,
mercaptans, hydrogen sulfide, and hydrogen disulfide.

%1 Coke oven gas is a mixture of hydrocarbons that can be used as a fuel and are generally used to
produce electricity for the coke plant or to heat the ovens.

%2 China started regulating the emissions from metallurgical coke ovens and the technologies being
used for new projects in the late 1990s. In 2006, China’s National Development and Reform Commission
also issued requirements for local authorities to shut down all ovens with a chamber height below 4.3
meters. As of 2010, less than one percent of China’s metallurgical coke production came from beehive
ovens. Huo et al., “China’s Coke Industry: Recent Policies, Technology Shift, and Implication for Energy
and the Environment,” Energy Policy, 2012, 397-404, https://doi.org/10.1016/].enpol.2012.08.041.

% Towsey, Cameron, and Gordon, “Comparison of Byproduct and Heat-Recovery Cokemaking
Technologies,” Iron & Steel Technology, March 2011, 43,
www.accci.org/documents/CokemakingTechnologies_Comparison.pdf.
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equipment (a more energy efficient alternative to wet quenching)* and has become the
dominant user of stamped charging technology. Stamped charging is a technique for preparing
coal for the coking process. The coal blend is added to a metallic box in layers and mechanically
pressed to create a dense cake. Stamped charging results in a denser and larger coke,
increasing the variety of coals that can be blended together and used to make coke that is a
high enough quality for use in foundries.*

DOMESTIC LIKE PRODUCT ISSUES

In its original determination, the Commission defined the domestic like product as
consisting only of foundry coke and including neither blast furnace coke nor industrial coke as
part of the domestic like product, commensurate with Commerce’s definition of the scope of
this investigation.® In the Commission’s first and second five year reviews, the Commission
defined the domestic like product as foundry coke, coextensive with the scope definition.*”

In its notice of institution in this current five-year review, the Commission solicited
comments from interested parties regarding the appropriate domestic like product and
domestic industry.®® Domestic interested parties commented on the Commission definition of
the domestic like product and indicated that they agree with the Commission’s definition as set
forth in the second five-year review.*® No party requested that the Commission collect data
concerning other possible domestic like products in their comments on the Commission’s draft
questionnaires.*

% Huo et al., “China’s Coke Industry: Recent Policies, Technology Shift, and Implication for Energy and
the Environment,” Energy Policy, 2012, 397-404, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2012.08.041.

% Madias and de Cordova, “A Review on Stamped Charging of Coals,” September 2013, 30-42,
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/263887759_A_review_on_stamped_charging_of_coals.

% Foundry Coke from China, Inv. No. 701-TA-891 (Final), USITC Publication 3449, September 2001, p.
5.

37 Foundry Coke from China, Inv. No. 701-TA-891 (Second Review), USITC Publication 4326, May 2012,
p. 4-5.

% |nitiation of Five-Year (“Sunset”) Review, 82 FR 20314, May 1, 2017.

39 Domestic Interested Parties’ Response to the Notice of Institution, May 31, 2017, p. 22.

0 Comments on the draft questionnaires were recieved from domestic interested parties. No
respondent interested party responded to the Commission’s notice of institution or participated in the
guestionnaire comment period.
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U.S. MARKET PARTICIPANTS
U.S. producers

During the original investigation, there were seven producers of foundry coke in the
United States: ABC Coke, Acme Steel Co., Citizens Gas & Coke Utility, Empire Coke Co., Erie
Coke Corp., Sloss Industries Corp., and Tonawanda Coke Corp. During the first review, there
were five producers of foundry coke and by the second review there were four firms that
produced foundry coke in the United States. In the current third review five U.S. producers
responded to the Commission’s questionnaire: ABC Coke, Erie Coke Co., Mountain State Carbon
LLC, Tonawanda Coke Corp., and ERP Coke (formerly Sloss Industries).

Presented in table I-4 is a list of current domestic producers of foundry coke and each
company’s position on continuation of the orders, foundry coke production locations(s), and
share of reported production of foundry coke in 2016. “*

Table I-4
Foundry coke: U.S. producers, positions on orders, U.S. foundry coke production locations, and
shares of 2016 reported U.S. foundry coke production

Share of production
Firm Position on petition | Production location(s) (percent)
ABC Petitioner Tarrant, AL Frk
Erie Petitioner Erie, PA *kk
ERP Coke Petitioner Birmingham, AL *hk
Mountain State Carbon *kk Westchester, OH *kk
Tonawanda ok Tonawanda, NY ok
Total *kk

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

U.S. importers

In the original investigation, the Commission sent questionnaires to ten firms believed
to be importers of foundry coke. Of these, six firms supplied the Commission with usable
information on their operations involving the importation of foundry coke, accounting for 100
percent of U.S. imports of foundry coke in 2000.** None of the responding U.S. importers was a
domestic producer.

In the current proceedings, the Commission issued U.S. importers’ questionnaires to Six
firms believed to be importers of foundry coke since January 1, 2014. Two firms indicated that
they had not imported foundry coke since January 2014. Despite multiple attempts by staff to

*1 Furnace coke producer Mountain State Carbon, located in West Virginia, with an annual coke
making capacity of more than one million tons, recently entered the market for foundry coke.
http://www.mscarbonllc.com/ accessed February 7, 2018.

%2 The six U.S. importers that supplied the Commission with usable questionnaire information during
the original investigation were: ***,

[-12



elicit a response to the Commission’s importer questionnaire from the remaining four firms, no
responses were received.

U.S. purchasers

The Commission received 13 usable questionnaire responses from U.S. firms that
bought foundry coke during the period of review.*® Twelve responding purchasers are end
users, and one responding purchaser is a distributor. In general, responding U.S. purchasers
were located in the Midwest (***) and Southeast (***), while relatively few are located in the
Northeast (***). The responding purchasers represented firms in a variety of domestic
industries, including iron castings, water and soil pipes. The largest purchasers of
foundry coke are ***,

APPARENT U.S. CONSUMPTION AND U.S. MARKET SHARES

Data on apparent U.S. consumption and U.S. market shares of foundry coke are
presented in table I-5. From 2014 to 2016, the quantity of apparent U.S. consumption of
foundry coke increased by *** percent, and was *** percent lower in January—September 2017
than in January-September 2016. The value of apparent U.S. consumption of foundry coke
decreased by *** percent from 2014 to 2016, and was *** percent lower in January-September
2017 than in January-September 2016. U.S. producers’ market share (based on quantity)
decreased by *** percentage points from 2014 to 2016, and then was *** percentage points
higher in January-September 2017 than in January-September 2016. U.S. producers’ market
share (based on value) decreased by *** percentage points from 2014 to 2016, and then was
*** percentage points higher in January-September 2017 than in January-September 2016.
There were no imports of foundry coke from China during January 2014 to September 2017.
U.S. imports from nonsubject countries increased as a share of apparent U.S. consumption
(based on quantity) by *** percentage points from 2014 to 2016, but was *** percentage
points lower in January-September 2017 than in January-September 2016. U.S. imports from
nonsubject countries increased as a share of apparent U.S. consumption (based on value) by
*** percentage points from 2014 to 2016, but was *** percentage points lower in January-
September 2017 than in January-September 2016.

%3 Of the thirteen responding purchasers, thirteen purchased domestic foundry coke, none purchased
imports of the subject merchandise from China, and two purchased imports of foundry coke from other
sources.
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Table I-5

Foundry coke: Apparent U.S. consumption, 2014-2016, January to September 2016, and January

to September 2017

Calendar year

January to September

ltem 2014 | 2015 | 2016 2016 | 2017
Quantity (Metric tons)
U.S. producers' U.S. shipments *kx *xk *kk *kx rxk
U.S. importers' U.S. shipments
from.--
China
Nonsubject sources 549 19,648 64,963 64,259 552
All import sources 549 19,648 64,963 64,259 552
Apparent U.S. consumption ok rrk rrk rork okk
Value (1,000 dollars)
U.S. producers' U.S. shipments *kx *xk *kk *kx rxk
U.S. importers' U.S. shipments
from.--
China
Nonsubject sources 312 3,643 11,766 11,466 262
All import sources 312 3,643 11,766 11,466 262

Apparent U.S. consumption

*k%k

*kk

*kk

*kk

*kk

Share of quantity (percent)

U.S. producers' U.S. shipments

*kk

*kk

*kk

*kk

*kk

U.S. importers' U.S. shipments
from.--
China

Nonsubject sources

*kk

*kk

*kk

Kk

*kk

All import sources

*kk

*kk

*kk

*kk

Kkkkkk

Share of value (percent)

U.S. producers' U.S. shipments

*kk

*kk

*kk

*kk

*kk

U.S. importers' U.S. shipments
from.--
China

Nonsubject sources

*kk

*kk

*kk

Kk

*kk

All import sources

*kk

*kk

*kk

*kk

*kk

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires and official U.S.
import statistics under HTS 2704.00.0011.
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PART II: CONDITIONS OF COMPETITION IN THE U.S. MARKET

U.S. MARKET CHARACTERISTICS

Foundry coke is primarily used as a fuel and a source of carbon in the production of
metals, such as molten iron. As a fuel, foundry coke is used to melt scrap or pig iron with other
compounds. The resulting molten iron is used to make various products such as automobile
engines, pipe and fittings, and municipal castings.? The U.S. market is currently supplied by five
U.S. producers and imports from nonsubject countries. Imports from China have not been
present in the U.S. market since 2005.°

U.S. producers and importers were asked if there had been any significant changes in
the product range, mix, or marketing of foundry coke since January 1, 2014. *** indicated that
there had not been. ***,

Apparent U.S. consumption of foundry coke increased by *** percent during 2014-16.
Overall, apparent U.S. consumption in interim 2016 was *** percent lower than in interim
2017.

U.S. PURCHASERS

The Commission received 13 usable questionnaire responses from U.S. firms that
reported purchases of foundry coke since January 1, 2014. Twelve of the responding
purchasers are end users, and one responding purchaser is a distributor. Most, responding U.S.
purchasers were located in the Midwest (***) and Southeast (***), and a few were located in
the Northeast (***). The responding purchasers represented firms in a variety of domestic
industries, including iron castings, as well as water and soil pipes and fittings. The largest
responding purchasers of foundry coke are ***,

! Foundry Coke from China, Inv. No. 731-TA-891 (Second Review), USITC Publication 4326, May 2012,
p. I-6.

2 Domestic Interested Parties, Response to the Notice of Institution, p. 3.

3 Foundry Coke from China, Inv. No. 731-TA-891 (Second Review), USITC Publication 4326, May 2012,
pp. I-10—1-11.
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CHANNELS OF DISTRIBUTION

U.S. producers sold almost all their foundry coke to end users, as shown in table 11-1.*

Table II-1
Foundry coke: U.S. producers’ share of reported U.S. shipments® by channels of distribution,
2014-16, January to September 2016, and January to September 2017

* * * * * * *

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION

U.S. producers reported selling foundry coke to all regions in the contiguous United
States (table 1I-2). For U.S. producers, *** percent of sales were within 100 miles of their
production facility, *** percent were between 101 and 1,000 miles, and *** percent were over
1,000 miles.

Table II-2
Foundry coke: Geographic market areas in the United States served by U.S. producers

Region U.S. producers

Northeast 3
Midwest 5
Southeast 3
2
2
5

Central Southwest
Mountains

Pacific Coast
Other*
All regions (except Other)
Reporting firms 5

T All other U.S. markets, including AK, HI, PR, and VI.
% Importer questionnaires were not received.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

* There were no imports of subject product from China during January 2014-September 2017.
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SUPPLY AND DEMAND CONSIDERATIONS
U.S. supply

Domestic production

Based on available information, U.S. producers of foundry coke have the ability to
respond to changes in demand with large changes in the quantity of shipments of U.S.-
produced foundry coke to the U.S. market. The main contributing factors to this degree of
responsiveness of supply are the availability of unused capacity, along with some availability of
inventories and some ability to shift production to or from alternate products.

Industry capacity

Domestic capacity utilization decreased from *** percent to *** percent during 2014-16
driven primarily by a decrease in production. This relatively low level of capacity utilization
suggests that U.S. producers may have substantial ability to increase production of foundry
coke in response to an increase in prices.

Alternative markets

U.S. producers’ exports, as a share of total shipments, remained relatively low during
2014-16. U.S. producers’ export shipments decreased from *** percent from 2014 to 2016. U.S.
producer *** reported that it would be difficult to shift its shipments to other markets, while
*** stated that it is difficult to export slot oven produced foundry coke, such as that produced
in the United States, because of the excessive degradation in handling the material for export.
*** reported that it does not export foundry coke due to logistical constraints and the
challenge of maintaining quality. These factors indicate that U.S. producers likely have limited
ability to shift shipments between the U.S. market and other markets in response to price
changes.

Inventory levels

U.S. producers’ inventories increased during 2014-16. Relative to total shipments, U.S.
producers’ inventory levels increased from *** percent in 2014 to *** in 2015 and then to ***
percent in 2016. These inventory levels suggest that U.S. producers may have some ability to
respond to changes in demand with changes in the quantity shipped from inventories.

Production alternatives

All of the responding U.S. producers stated that they could switch production from
foundry coke to other coke products, such as furnace coke or industrial coke, but some
producers also identified restrictions on this capability. *** reported that market demand,
price, the availability of raw materials, and cost affected its ability to shift production from
foundry coke to other products. *** identified environmental compliance regulations as the
primary factor affecting their firms’ ability to shift production. They added that environmental
regulations limit the production of furnace coke and where levels exceed the production limit
additional permitting is required, adding substantial cost to production. *** reported that while
furnace coke can be produced in an oven, it is not cost efficient to do so.
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Subject imports from China®

There were no imports of subject product from China during this period. Based on
available information, however, producers of foundry coke from China have the ability to
respond to changes in demand with large changes in the quantity of shipments of foundry coke
to the U.S. market. The main contributing factors to this degree of responsiveness of supply are
available capacity and ability to shift shipments from alternate markets.

China was the largest global producer of coke, accounting for more than 60 percent of
world coke production in 2010.° While recent data specifically regarding Chinese foundry coke
capacity and production are not available, from 2000 to 2011, China’s capacity to produce
metallurgical coke increased by more than 230 percent from 130 million metric tons to 560
million metric tons.” In 2016, Chinese total coke production increased by 0.6 percent to 449
million metric tons, while exports increased 3.6 percent to 10 million metric tons.? Additionally,
China lifted a 40-percent export tax on coke along with other export restraints in 2012.°
Subsequently, Chinese metallurgical coke exports to India increased subsequently and it
became China’s largest export market for coke in 2016.*°

Nonsubject imports

Nonsubject imports accounted for 100.0 percent of total U.S. imports of foundry coke in
2016, and represented *** percent of apparent U.S. consumption in 2016. The largest sources
of nonsubject imports during 2014-16 were Colombia, Canada, Italy, and the United Kingdom.

New suppliers

Five of 13 responding purchasers indicated that new suppliers entered the U.S. market
since January 1, 2014, and one expected additional entrants. All four purchasers that listed new
suppliers reported Mountain State (U.S. producer) as a new supplier. Other reported new
sources included ERP Coke and SunCoke™* (U.S. producers), Metalimex (Czech Republic),
Italiana Coke (Italy), and Coeclerici Coke (Italy).

> No foreign producers responded to the questionnaires, therefore any information from China is
from public sources, please refer to Part I, “Summary Data and Data Sources.”

® Huo et al., “China’s Coke Industry: Recent Policies, Technology Shift, and Implication for Energy and
the Environment,” Energy Policy, 2012, 397, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2012.08.041.

" Domestic Interested Parties, Response to the Notice of Institution, p. 15.

8 Domestic Interested Parties, Response to the Notice of Institution, p. 15-16.

° Domestic Interested Parties, Response to the Notice of Institution, p. 15-16.

19 Domestic Interested Parties, Response to the Notice of Institution, p. 17.

1 SunCoke Energy was identified as a new supplier of foundry coke by a U.S. purchaser and issued a
U.S. producer questionnaire, but did not respond to staff. SunCoke Energy currently operates
metallurgical coke plants in Virginia, Indiana, Ohio, lllinoi, and Brazil. These facilities produce over 5
million tons of coke each year. http://suncoke.com/about-us/history.php , accessed March 14, 2018.
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U.S. demand

Based on available information, the overall demand for foundry coke is likely to
experience small changes in response to changes in price. The main contributing factors are the
lack of substitute products (as any of the substitutes reported would require new production
facilities) and the small cost share of foundry coke in most of its end-use products.

End uses and cost share

Demand is primarily driven by end-use products, mainly in the automotive and truck
manufacturing sectors, the pipe and fittings sector, and the municipal castings sector.*
Reported end uses include pipe and fittings, brake drums and rotors, castings, smelting lead
alloys, and insulation. Three of five responding U.S. producers and 10 of 12 responding
purchasers reported no changes in end uses since January 1, 2014.%

Foundry coke accounts for a small share of the cost of most of the end-use products in
which it is used. Reported cost shares for some end uses were as follows: pipe and fittings, 5 to
8 percent; automotive/heavy equipment/brake drums and rotors, 6 to 11 percent; iron
castings, 4 to 10 percent; smelting, 10 percent; hard lead alloys, 30 percent; ***,

Business cycles

Four of five U.S. producers and 4 of 13 purchasers indicated that the market was subject
to business cycles or distinctive conditions of competition. Firms reported distinctive conditions
of competition including increased availability of imported castings due to lower demand in
other countries, high freight costs, and denser, more durable Chinese product with reduced
transportation costs. Firms reported that the industry was subject to environmental regulations
and requirements for low sulfur coke that increase costs and/or the difficulty of using inputs.
However, nine purchasers indicated that the foundry coke market was not subject to distinctive
conditions of competition.

Demand trends

Most producers and purchasers reported a decrease in U.S. demand for foundry coke
since January 1, 2014 (table 11-3). *** attributed this decline to cupola closures as foundries
shutdown or switch to gas or electric powered cupolas. *** reported that the wider economy
market had not recovered to pre-“Great Recession” levels, which was the primary driver behind
the decline in demand. *** cited the replacement of iron products, primarily by aluminum
products, as the reason for the decline. Purchasers described a decrease in demand mostly for
the same reasons. *** reported that many foundries have converted to electric melting as the
industry moves away from cupola melting, and that there has been an overall reduction in
cupola furnaces used to make iron as the industry complies with emission restrictions.

12 Foundry Coke from China Inv. No. 731-TA-891 (Second Review), USITC Publication 4326, May 2012,
p. I-6.
3 U.S. producer *** and purchaser *** reported ***, respectively.
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Alternatively, *** cited demand drivers such as a decrease in housing sector activity and an
increase in the substitution of plastic pipe, as well as the automotive industry substituting away
from iron parts. Finally, *** reported that the decrease in demand for foundry coke was driven
by an increase in the global demand for steel and aluminum. Although most producers and
purchasers expect demand for foundry coke to decrease over the next two years, most
purchasers expect demand for downstream products to increase or fluctuate in the next two
years.

Table II-3
Foundry coke: Firms' responses regarding U.S. demand

Item | Increase | Nochange | Decrease | Fluctuate

Demand in the United States

(6]
1
1
1

U.S. producers

Purchasers 1 3 7 1

Anticipated demand in the United States

U.S. producers 5
Purchasers 1 5 5 1
Demand for purchasers’ final products 4 3 1 4

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

Substitute products

Substitutes for foundry coke include other products that could be used in manufacturing
steel castings including electric arc coal injection, natural gas, electricity, crushed anodes,
petroleum coke, and silicon carbide.'* Most U.S. producers (4 of 5 responding) reported that
there were substitutes while most responding purchasers (10 of 13) reported that there were
no substitutes. Four producers reported that the price of substitutes affected the price of
foundry coke, whereas one purchaser reported that substitutes affect the price of foundry
coke.

One of the five responding producers, but none of the 11 responding purchasers,
anticipated any future changes in substitutes. Producers reported that large end users have
announced plans to construct electric arc coal injection furnaces, in the near future which do
not require the use of foundry coke as a fuel source, potentially reducing market demand for
foundry coke.

SUBSTITUTABILITY ISSUES

The degree of substitution between domestic and imported foundry coke depends upon
such factors as relative prices, quality (e.g., grade standards, defect rates, etc.), and conditions
of sale (e.g., price discounts/rebates, lead times between order and delivery dates, reliability of
supply, product services, etc.). Based on available data, staff believes that there is high degree
of substitutability between domestically produced foundry coke and foundry coke imported
from China.

14 U.S. producer *** reported that anodes and petroleum coke typically can be used as minor
substitutes and that consumers will use one of the two options, but cannot use both products in the
same batch.
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Lead times

Foundry coke is primarily produced-to-order. U.S. producers reported that *** percent
of their commercial shipments were produced-to-order, with lead times averaging *** days.
The remaining *** percent of their commercial shipments came from inventories, with lead
times averaging *** days.

Knowledge of country sources

Thirteen purchasers reported familiarity with domestically produced foundry coke, two
with foundry coke from China, and four with foundry coke from nonsubject countries, including
the Czech Republic and Italy.

As shown in table 1I-4, most purchasers always make purchasing decisions based on
producer, and most never make purchasing decisions based on country of origin. Most reported
that their customers never make purchasing decisions based on either producer or country of
origin. Two purchasers explained why they always make decisions based the manufacturer,
citing the need for a strong qualified supplier and the need for approval of quality practices.

Table 1I-4
Foundry coke: Purchasing decisions based on producer and country of origin
Number of firms reporting
Decision Always Usually | Sometimes Never

Purchases based on producer:

Purchaser's decision 7 1 5

Purchaser's customer's decision 2 7
Purchases based on country of origin:

Purchaser's decision 5 8

Purchaser's customer's decision 2 7

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

Factors affecting purchasing decisions

The most often cited top three factors firms consider in their purchasing decisions for
foundry coke were price (11 firms), quality (8 firms), and availability (6 firms) as shown in table
[I-5. Quality was the most frequently cited first-most important factor (cited by 6 firms);
availability was the most frequently reported second-most important factors (4 firms each); and
price was the most frequently reported third-most important factor (6 firms).
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Table II-5
Foundry coke: Ranking of factors used in purchasing decisions as reported by U.S. purchasers,
by factor

Factor First® Second Third Total
Price/payment terms 2 3 6 11
Quality 6 1 1 8
Availability 0 4 3 6
Specifications 2 1 0 3
Delivery 0 1 1 2
Other” 2 3 2 7

' One reported only one factor, that ***.

2 . . g . ™ . . .
Other factors include supplier’s financial stability, contracted to buying from one source, and historical

competitive performance as first factor; supplier compliance with environmental, safety and other

regulations, and long-term sustainability as second factors.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

Slightly less than half of the responding purchasers (6 of 13) reported that they usually
purchase the lowest-priced product. Four reported that they sometimes purchased based on
price, two reported never purchasing only based on price, and one reported always purchasing
based only on price.

Nine of 10 responding purchasers reported that there were not certain types of product
that were only available from a single source. One did, indicating that the location of the mine
affected coke’s density, shape, and size.

Importance of specified purchase factors

Purchasers were asked to rate the importance of 15 factors in their purchasing decisions
(table 11-6). All purchasers rated four factors as very important: availability; price; product
consistency; and reliability of supply. Other factors rated as very important by more than half of
responding purchasers were quality meets industry standards (11 firms), U.S. transportation
costs (10), delivery time (9), and delivery terms and quality exceeds industry standards (7 and 8,
respectively). Slightly more than half the firms reported that packaging was not important.
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Table 11-6
Foundry coke: Importance of purchase factors, as reported by U.S. purchasers, by factor

Number of firms reporting
Factor Very Somewhat Not
Availability 13
Delivery terms 7 5 1
Delivery time 9 4
Discounts offered 3 6 3
Extension of credit 4 6 3
Minimum quantity requirements 4 4 5
Packaging 4 2 7
Price 13
Product consistency 13
Product range 5 4 4
Quality meets industry standards 11 2
Quality exceeds industry standards 8 4 1
Reliability of supply 13
Technical support/service 4 8 1
U.S. transportation costs 11 2

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

Supplier certification

Ten of 13 purchasers require their suppliers to become certified or qualified to sell
foundry coke to their firm. Purchasers reported that the time to qualify a new supplier ranged
from 1 to 90 days. Two purchasers reported that a domestic producer had failed in its attempt
to qualify product, or had lost its approved status since January 1, 2014 because of size
difference and manufacturing issues.

Changes in purchasing patterns

Purchasers were asked about changes in their purchasing patterns from different
sources since 2014 (table 11-7); reasons purchasers reported increasing purchases of U.S.
foundry coke included increased blast furnace output and competitive prices. The only reason
given for decreased purchases of U.S. product was import competition. Six of 13 responding
purchasers reported that they had changed suppliers since January 1, 2014. Specifically, firms
dropped Erie Coke and Walter Coke because of ***. Firms added purchases from Tonawanda,
ERP Compliant, and Mountain State because they were qualified to sell or in order to replace
other firms. Five of 13 purchasers reported new suppliers entering the market, including
Mountain State, ERP Compliant Coke, Metalimix, and Coeclerici, but only one anticipated new
suppliers in the future. Purchaser ***,
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Table II-7

Foundry coke: Changes in purchase patterns from U.S., subject

and nonsubject countries

Did not
Factor purchase Decreased Increased Constant Fluctuated
United States 2 2 7 2
China 10
All other countries 6 1 3
Sources unknown 8

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

Importance of purchasing domestic product

Purchasing foundry coke from domestic sources was not a priority for most purchasers.
Eleven purchasers reported that purchasing U.S.-produced product was not an important factor
in their purchasing decisions for 100.0 percent of their 2016 purchases. One purchaser, ***,
reported that domestic product was required by its customers (for 100.0 percent of its
purchases), and one purchaser, ***, reported that it would purchase U.S. foundry coke if it is
available.

Comparisons of domestic products, subject imports, and nonsubject imports

Purchasers were asked a number of questions comparing foundry coke produced in the
United States, China, and nonsubject countries. First, purchasers were asked for a country-by-
country comparison on the same 15 factors (table 11-8) for which they were asked to rate the
importance. Most responding purchasers rated U.S. product as superior to Chinese product for
eight factors, including technical support, reliability, and quality. Most responding purchasers
reported that U.S. and Chinese product were comparable for discounts offered, extension of
credit, packaging, quality meets industry standards, and U.S. transportation costs. For minimum
quantity requirements, three purchasers each reported that U.S. product was superior or
comparable to Chinese product. Regarding price, two purchasers each reported that U.S.
product was comparable or inferior to Chinese product.
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Table 11-8
Foundry coke: Purchasers’ comparisons between U.S.-produced and imported product

Number of firms reporting
U.S. vs. China | U.S. vs. Nonsubject | China vs. Nonsubject
Factor S C I S C I S C I

Availability 4| 2| --- 2 4 1 1 2
Delivery terms 3 1] - 1 4 1 2 1
Delivery time 4| 2| --- 2 4 1 2 1
Discounts offered A 1 4 2 2
Extension of credit -1 3] -- 6 2
Minimum quantity requirements 3| 3| - 1 6 3
Packaging 1] 2| -- 5 2
Price - 2 2 4 1 1 2
Product consistency 3 1] -- 1 6 2 1
Product range 3 1] -- 1 5 2 1
Quality meets industry standards 21 4| - 1 5 1 1 2
Quality exceeds industry standards 3 1] -- 1 4 1 2
Reliability of supply 41 1| -- 1 4 1 1 2
Technical support/service 5 1] -- 3 4 1 2
U.S. transportation costs” 2 3| - 1 5 1 1 1 1

' A rating of superior means that price/U.S. transportation costs is generally lower. For example, if a firm
reported “U.S. superior,” it meant that the U.S. product was generally priced lower than the imported
product.

Note.--S=first listed country’s product is superior; C=both countries’ products are comparable; I=first list
country’s product is inferior.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

Most purchasers reported that U.S. and nonsubject product were comparable on 15
factors. Most purchasers reported that product from China and nonsubject countries was
comparable on nine factors, and that product from China and nonsubject countries was inferior
on five factors, including availability, quality meets or exceeds industry standards, technical
support and U.S. transportation costs.

Comparison of U.S.-produced and imported foundry coke

In order to determine whether U.S.-produced foundry coke can generally be used in the
same applications as imports from China, U.S. producers, importers, and purchasers were asked
whether the products can always, frequently, sometimes, or never be used interchangeably. As
shown in table II-9, most responding producers reported that foundry coke from each country
pair was always interchangeable, while most purchasers reported that foundry coke from each
country pair was frequently interchangeable. Purchaser *** stated that limited
interchangeability is because Chinese foundry coke rarely meets chemistry requirements.
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Table II-9
Foundry coke: Interchangeability between foundry coke produced in the United States and in
other countries, by country pair

U.S. producers U.S. purchasers
Country pair A F S N A F S N
United States vs. China 3 3 1
United States vs. Other 3 2 2 4 1
China vs. Other 3 1 3

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

As can be seen from table 11-10, 10 of 13 responding purchasers reported that
domestically produced product always met minimum quality specifications. Both responding
purchasers reported that foundry coke from China usually met minimum quality specifications.
Two responding purchasers each reported that foundry coke from other countries always or
usually meets their quality specifications.

Table 1I-10
Foundry coke: Ability to meet minimum quality specifications, by source'and number of reporting
firms

Factor Always Usually Sometimes Rarely or never
United States 10 3
China 2
Other 2 2

" Purchasers were asked how often domestically produced or imported foundry coke meets minimum
quality specifications for their own or their customers’ uses.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

In addition, producers, importers and purchasers were asked to assess how often
differences other than price were significant in sales of foundry coke from the United States,
China, or nonsubject countries. As seen in table II-11, the responses differed between types of
firms. Most producers reported that there was never a difference by country pair, while a
plurality of purchasers’ indicated that there were always differences. Purchaser *** stated that
frequent delivery of truckload quantities of foundry coke is critical, while *** reported that the
quality of Chinese foundry coke is lower and that transportation cost is generally an issue.

Table II-11
Foundry coke: Significance of differences other than price between foundry coke produced in the
United States and in other countries, by country pairs

U.S. producers U.S. purchase